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ABSTRACT
PREDICTING WORK AND ORGANIZATIONAL ENGAGEMENT WITH WORK
AND PERSONAL FACTORS
by Andrea A. Kittredge
The current study examined how psychological hardiness and self efficacy would
be related to both work engagement and organizational engagement after controlling for
job characteristics, perceived organizational support, and procedural justice as work
characteristics. Findings showed that psychological hardiness, specifically commitment,
added significant predictive value to both work and organizational engagement after
controlling for the work characteristics. However, commitment accounted for more
variance in work engagement than variance in organizational engagement. Although it
was correlated with overall hardiness, self efficacy was not found to be directly related to
either engagement variable, nor did it add predictive value to either of the forms of
engagement. Implications of the study are discussed.
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Introduction
Traditionally, organizations have invested into the study of employee job
satisfaction to predict organizational outcomes such as role performance. However, a
new line of research originating in the consulting industry (the Gallup Organization) now
suggests that a new predictor, employee engagement, is key to organizational
commitment and job performance (Freeney & Tiernan, 2006). Engagement is also found
to positively associate with psychosomatic health, motivation, and positive workplace
attitudes (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007).
These emerging findings suggest that building an environment that fosters
engagement might help overcome problems associated with workplace stress and
dissatisfaction. As noted by Freeney and Tiernan (2006), engagement ―has become the
new human resources buzzword‖ (p. 130) and many organizations are replacing job
satisfaction surveys with engagement questionnaires such as the Gallup Q12. As
engagement builds popularity in the consulting industry, it is also building an interest
onamg academics (e.g., Saks, 2006).
Kahn (1990) introduced the scholarly definition of engagement, arguing that
engaged workers apply themselves to their work ―physically, cognitively, and
emotionally during role performance‖ (p. 692). In contrast, disengaged workers become
withdrawn and defensive. Kahn also defined psychological conditions of engagement:
meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Meaningfulness is the degree to which workers
invest themselves into their role performances and experience a return on that investment,
such as feeling valued by the employer. Safety implies that the employee feels
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comfortable to show the self without negatively impacting the self-image, status, or
career. Availability is the worker’s belief that he or she has the physical, emotional, and
cognitive resources to engage the self in work.
Organizational Engagement
Previous research has focused primarily on employee’s engagement in the work
itself. However, Rothbard (2001) found that one’s degree of engagement varies by the
role in question. Drawing upon this premise, Saks (2006) considered the work role
separate from the role as a member of the organization and conducted the first study to
examine work engagement and organizational engagement independently. Saks defines
organizational engagement as the sense of personal attachment to the company itself,
independent of the individual’s professional role within the organization.
Saks (2006) argues that organizational engagement is explained through Social
Exchange Theory (SET). One of the basic principles of SET is that social relationships
are built within the reciprocity rules of exchange. Accordingly, when workers receive
socioemotional and economic resources from the employer entity, they feel obliged to
give back, thus ―repay‖ what they perceive that they owe to the organization.
Saks (2006) asserts that employees repay the organization with their level of
engagement, dedicating their mental, physical, and emotional resources based on their
assessment of what the employer has offered them. When workers perceive that the
employer has not responded appropriately to their contributions, they will be more likely
to become dejected and disengaged. However, for practical reasons, employees have a
more difficult time lowering their actual job performance, as performance is concretely
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evaluated and used to make decisions about status and pay. Saks examined the
relationship between work engagement and organizational engagement and found a
significant, moderate correlation between the two (r = .62). However, he noted that the
means of the two variables were significantly different: Respondents reported higher
work engagement when compared with organizational engagement.
Saks also found that work engagement and organizational engagement had
different antecedents. These findings have practical significance for companies
evaluating these constructs: Based on Saks’s findings, employees who perceive high
organizational support are more likely to experience greater levels of both work and
organizational engagement. Employees who feel they have interesting and fulfilling
work (i.e. roles encompassing autonomy, task identity, skill variety, task significance,
and opportunities for performance feedback) are more likely to perceive higher work
engagement but not necessarily higher organizational engagement. Finally, employees
who have high perceptions of procedural justice are more likely to experience
organizational engagement but not necessarily work engagement. By providing evidence
that the means between work engagement and organizational engagement can differ
significantly, Saks (2006) also provided empirical support that there is value in
evaluating the two forms of engagement separately.
Burnout to Engagement: Measurement Issues
Much of the engagement model draws from the burnout literature (Bakker,
Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008). Burnout was originally conceptualized as
encompassing the dimensions of emotional exhaustion (the feeling of being drained by
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demanding interpersonal workplace interactions), depersonalization (negative, cynical
attitudes towards the recipients of one’s services), and lack of personal accomplishment
(the negative assessment of one’s work with recipients of services) (Maslach & Jackson,
1986). Originally, burnout was only thought to occur among those who do ―people
work‖—health care, social services, education, and other service oriented professions.
All three dimensions of the original instrument, the MBI (Maslach Burnout Inventory,
Maslach & Jackson, 1981), refer to contact with other people as part of the job.
Subsequent research across a broader base of occupations led to the development of the
MBI General Survey (MBI-GS), and later to an expanded concept of its proposed
opposite: employee engagement.
Maslach and Leiter (1997) propose that engagement is evidenced by energy,
involvement, and professional efficacy -- the direct opposites of the three burnout
dimensions of the MBI-GS (adapted by Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, & Jackson, 1996).
Accordingly, low scores on exhaustion and cynicism (a more generic concept of
depersonalization) and high scores on the efficacy dimension (similar to personal
accomplishment, but not contingent on people interaction) would indicate engagement.
However, Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002) challenged the
validity of the opposites concept, arguing that using the MBI-GS to study both burnout
and engagement has limited empirical use. They propose that while burnout and
engagement are opposite constructs, they should be measured independently with
different instruments because it is possible that not all of the burnout dimensions are on
the same continuum as the opposing engagement dimensions.
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Schaufeli and Bakker (2001) (as cited in Schaufeli et al., 2002) identified two
dimensions of work-related well being that have the opposing relationships with burnout
and engagement: activation and identification. Activation ranges on a continuum from
exhaustion to vigor and identification ranges from cynicism to dedication. Burnout is
evidenced by low activation (exhaustion) and low identification (cynicism), and
engagement is indicated by high activation (vigor) and high identification (dedication).
However, Schaufeli et al. (2002) argue that absorption (the act of fully being engrossed in
one’s work) is the third dimension of the engagement model. On this dimension, burnout
and engagement are not empirical opposites because low professional efficacy (negative
evaluation of one’s work) is not the reverse of high absorption.
Schaufeli et al. (2002) define work engagement as a fulfilling, work-related state
of mind. They further argued that the persistent state of work engagement is not directed
specifically at any work place object, event, individual, or behavior. They proposed that
engagement consisted of the three factors: vigor, dedication, and absorption. They tested
their three-factor engagement model using 314 university students and 619 workers from
various disciplines at 12 private and public sector institutions in Spain. The researchers
assessed the factorial structure of the MBI-GS and examined the empirical relationship
between burnout and engagement. Confirmatory factor analyses in both samples
confirmed the three factor burnout model (exhaustion, cynicism, and professional
efficacy) and supported their hypothesized structure of engagement. The data they
collected resulted in the development of the original 17-item Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (UWES).
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In a follow up study, Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) collected data from
10 countries to confirm the three factor structure of engagement as earlier proposed. The
findings of the study confirmed the factor structure and led to the refinement of the
instrument, resulting in the nine-item short version of the UWES. The factor structure of
the nine item instrument was assessed with confirmatory factor analyses and the three
factor scores showed good internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Further
validation of the UWES (Seppala et al., 2009) supports the continued use of the nine item
instrument. They find that the nine item instrument demonstrates good construct validity,
and the factor structure remains relatively unchanged across samples and across time.
Freeney and Tiernan (2006) have also commented on the merits of the UWES, noting
that it is a suitable measure for academic study because it has been psychometrically
evaluated. Gallup has not published details of the psychometric properties of the Q12
scale, and does not give permission for the scale to be used for academic purposes.
Perceived Organizational Support as an Antecedent of Engagement
In addition to the factor structure of work engagement, its antecedents and
consequences have also been examined. While Schaufeli et al. (2002) focused on
refining the study of work engagement, Saks (2006) evaluated work and organizational
engagement separately. He found that work engagement and organizational engagement
share a common antecedent variable: perceived organizational support (POS). POS is the
workers’ general belief that the employer values their service and is concerned for their
well being (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) found that
individuals who had a sense of supportive relationships with their coworkers and
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supervisors experienced a stronger sense of psychological safety, which Kahn (1990)
identified as one of the psychological conditions of engagement. Safety implies that the
employee feels comfortable to show the self without negatively impacting the self-image,
status, or career (Kahn, 1990).
Because employees view their relationship with their first line supervisors as an
indicator of the company’s support, positive relationships with one’s supervisor also
promote safety perceptions and employee engagement (Deci & Ryan, 1987). Supervisors
can foster a supportive work environment by displaying concern for the needs and
feelings of employees, providing them with feedback, encouraging them to voice
workplace concerns, and facilitating new skill development and problem solving skills
(Deci & Ryan, 1987). Supportive actions by the supervisor enhance employee selfdetermination (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989). Employees who are self determined are
more likely to experiment with novel ways to do the work and try to learn from their
mistakes (Edmondson, 1996, 1999).
Antecedents of Work Engagement Versus Organizational Engagement
Saks (2006) argues that while work engagement and organizational engagement
are related, they are distinct constructs influenced by different factors. He found that
work engagement is driven by job characteristics, while organizational justice influences
organizational engagement. The finding that job characteristics drive work engagement
is consistent with Kahn’s argument that meaningfulness (one of the psychological
conditions of engagement he identified) is related to the work tasks themselves.
Meaningfulness is the degree to which workers feel self-fulfillment in the performance of
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their job roles (Freeney & Tiernan, 2006). Hackman and Oldham (1980) argue that jobs
should be designed in a way that they provide skill variety, task identity, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback on results. Meaningful work fosters personal
growth and employee motivation (Spreitzer, Kizilios, & Nason, 1997). When workers
feel a sense of purpose in their roles, there is improvement in organizational performance
(e.g., productivity) (Neck & Milliman, 1994), retention of top talent, effective change
management, greater commitment, and engagement (Holbeche & Springett, 2004;
Milliman, Czaplewski, & Ferguson, 2003). Saks (2006) findings are also consistent with
earlier work by May et al. (2004), who found that job enrichment and psychological
meaningfulness were positively correlated. May et al. further observed that the
relationship between job enrichment and engagement was mediated by psychological
meaningfulness.
In contrast, Saks (2006) argued that organizational justice perceptions were
important predictors of organizational engagement because when employees interpret
organizational fairness as representative of its good will, they are more likely to
reciprocate with actions of good will towards the employer. Fairness is judged by the
consistency and predictability of the organizational decision-making process, as shown
by its distribution of rewards and design of procedures to rule how rewards are allocated.
Perceptions of distributive justice relate to the fairness of organizational decision making
outcomes and procedural justice is determined by perceptions that the decision process is
fair. (Colquitt, 2001; Rhoades, Eisenberger & Armeli, 2001). Saks argued that
perceptions of procedural and distributive justice would relate to both work and
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organizational engagement. He found evidence only to support that procedural justice
was related to organizational engagement. He did not find evidence that distributive
justice predicted organizational engagement.
The findings of the Saks (2006) study provide valuable insight into the differences
between work and organizational engagement, establishing the empirical value of
examining the two forms of engagement separately. First, he found different antecedents
influence the two forms of engagement. Second, he found that his participants reported
higher work engagement than organizational engagement, establishing that employees
evaluate their engagement towards their work separately from their engagement towards
their organization. Finally, he observed that when compared with work engagement,
organizational engagement was a stronger predictor of the outcomes he measured: job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit, and organizational citizenship
behavior.
While Saks (2006) established possible differences between work and
organizational engagement, it is still unclear whether or not engagement is driven purely
by situational factors or if it partly relates to personality traits inherent to the individuals.
Saks, as well as earlier researchers (Freeney & Tiernan, 2006), point out that the
exploration of this question is important to furthering the understanding of what drives
engagement. Therefore, the goal of the current study is to further the line of research and
explore organizational factors along with an additional set of proposed antecedent
variables -- personal characteristics.
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To extend the knowledgebase, Saks (2006) suggests incorporating specific
personal characteristics that are the established predictors of burnout -- psychological
hardiness and self efficacy. Psychological hardiness is the psychological tendency to
derive a sense of purpose from stressful events (Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn,
1982). Self efficacy is the overall belief that one is capable of mastering tasks and coping
well with adversity (Bandura, 1986; Schwartzer, 1992).
Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) report that individuals who score low on
hardiness have higher burnout scores, particularly on the exhaustion dimension. Based
on Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2001) premise that exhaustion and vigor are the opposite of
the same continuum (activation), it is reasonable to assume that if low hardiness yields
exhaustion, then higher scores on hardiness should be indicative of engagement (vigor).
Self efficacy is also thought to be related to engagement. According to Leiter and
Maslach (1998), engagement leads to the energetic state of involvement with personally
fulfilling activities, thus enhancing one’s sense of professional efficacy. Self-efficacious
individuals believe that they are capable of mastering tasks and coping well with
adversity, they become involved with personally fulfilling activities, and consequently
more likely to become engaged. It is proposed that hardiness and self efficacy should add
predictive value to the study of engagement.
Personal Characteristics and Burnout
This section defines psychological hardiness and self efficacy as they relate to
work and organizational engagement. Psychological hardiness—the tendency to derive
meaning from stressful events—is a collection of three qualities: commitment to life and
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work, feelings of control over life events and outcomes, and the belief that change in life
is a positive challenge, versus a threat (Kobasa, 1979). Hardy people demonstrating
commitment tend to feel a sense of purpose that drives them to find meaning and value in
a situation, so they are more inclined to show involvement versus alienation when faced
with stressful events (Kobasa, 1979). Those who exercise control believe that they have
the power to influence the outcomes of events in their lives. They do not believe that
they are helpless to face the inevitable. Finally, hardy people tend to see change as an
opportunity for personal growth. Rather than trying to preserve the status quo, hardy
individuals strive for new challenges (Kobasa, 1979; Maddi & Kobasa, 1984).
Theoretically, hardiness moderates the relationship between stressful events and
burnout (Turnipseed, 1999). High stress and low hardiness have been observed to predict
burnout in athletic directors (Martin, Kelley, & Eklund, 1999). Specifically, athletic
directors who tend to find career issues stressful and scored low in hardiness experienced
higher stress and burnout. Similarly, among music therapists, proactive coping in
stressful situation and higher levels of cognitive hardiness were associated negatively
with burnout (Fowler, 2006).
The relationship between burnout and hardiness has also been extensively
observed in both the nursing and teaching professions. Extensive studies consistently
found that the lack of hardiness predicts burnout among nurses (Boyle, Grap & Younger,
1991; Keane, Ducette, & Adler, 1985; McCranie, Lambert, & Lambert, 1987; Rich &
Rich, 1987; Topf, 1989). Conversely, Constantini, Solano, DiNapoli, and Bosco (1997)
found that hardy student nurses experienced less burnout a year later. Likewise,
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Duquette, Kerouac, Sandhu, Ducharme, and Saulnier (1995) found that the main
predictors of burnout among nurses are work stressors, work support, coping strategies,
and hardiness. They further observed that hardy nurses committed to their lives and work
and showed feelings of control in a situation.
The commitment aspect of hardiness was also found to be an important predictor
of teacher burnout. Studies of teacher burnout have also looked at the specific correlates
of hardiness and burnout. Findings have shown that social support, optimism, and
hardiness negatively associate with exhaustion and depersonalization (Lopez et al., 2008)
and that hardiness positively correlates with personal accomplishment (Lopez et al.,
2008; Chan, 2003). Given that the research has established that hardiness is negatively
correlated with burnout, it is expected that hardiness would be positively associated with
engagement.
Self efficacy is another important variable in the study of burnout. Self efficacy is
the belief that one can perform both new and difficult tasks successfully, and also cope
well with adversity (Bandura, 1986; Schwartzer, 1992). Koeske and Koeske (1989) also
argue that self efficacy is a way of coping that moderates the effects of exhaustion on
mental distancing. Hence, low levels of self efficacy are indicative of burnout.
Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) agree that low self efficacy is indicative of
burnout, but they challenge the measurement method of the reverse scoring of the MBI
efficacy scale. Instead, they proposed that a new scale with negatively worded items
would better measure inefficacy. They further argued that the positively worded items
that measure efficacy would be associated with engagement.
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Basing their theory on the premise that efficacy and inefficacy are strong negative
correlates, but not true empirical opposites (just as Schaufeli et al. (2002) argued that
burnout and engagement are inversely related but not polar opposites), they developed a
negatively worded scale to assess the relationship between inefficacy and burnout. They
tested the instrument using two samples of university students (one Dutch sample and
one Spanish) and two samples of Spanish workers from varying occupations. Using
structural equation modeling to examine the fit of the data, they drew the following
conclusions: inefficacy beliefs relate more strongly to the two burnout dimensions
(exhaustion and cynicism) when compared with efficacy beliefs and a three factor
burnout model replacing efficacy with inefficacy is a better fit for the data. Finally, the
model with inefficacy loading on burnout and efficacy loading on engagement fits their
data. Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) also observed that professional efficacy
loads on engagement when they tested the factor structure of the UWES.
The goal of the Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) study was to assess the inefficacyburnout relationship using a new scale with negatively worded items. One goal of the
current study is to extend their line of research to empirically test the relationship
between efficacy and engagement.
The Goals of the Present Study
As mentioned earlier, work and organizational engagement are related, but
separate constructs. Earlier findings have shown that work engagement can vary
significantly from organizational engagement, meaning that high work engagement is not
necessarily indicative of high organizational engagement. Due to limited evidence, it is
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not yet known if work engagement is generally higher than organizational engagement.
One goal of the present study is to evaluate whether or not work engagement will be
higher than organizational engagement in the current sample. Specifically:
H1: Employees will report higher work engagement when compared with
organizational engagement.
Previous findings have also shown that different antecedents influence work and
organizational engagement: job and organizational variables predict both work
engagement and organizational engagement. However, work engagement is predicted by
job characteristics and perceived organizational support while organizational engagement
is predicted by perceptions of organizational support and procedural justice. What is not
known is how the engagement dynamic is influenced by the personal characteristics of
employees. The current study will extend the line of research by examining how the
combination of job and organizational factors along with personal characteristics predict
both work and organizational engagement. The personal characteristics incorporated into
the model are established predictors of the opposing state of burnout. Therefore, if
hardiness and self-efficacy are personality predictors of burnout, it is expected that they
will add predictive value to the engagement model. The study test the following
hypotheses:
H2: After controlling for work characteristics (perceived organizational support,
job characteristics, and procedural justice) personality characteristics
(psychological hardiness and self efficacy) will add significant predictive value to
work engagement.
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H3: After controlling for work characteristics (perceived organizational support,
job characteristics, and procedural justice) personality characteristics
(psychological hardiness and self efficacy) will also add significant predictive
value to organizational engagement.
Method
Participants
A total of 185 students from a large state university in Northern California
participated in the study. However, data from 23 respondents were eliminated due to the
insufficient completion of the survey. Thus the final sample consisted of 162
respondents. Fifty four percent of participants were male. Most of the participants were
enrolled in upper division undergraduate Business courses. One third of the participants
were enrolled in graduate Business courses. Participants’ ages ranged from 20 to 50
years with an average age of 26 (SD = 6.30). Fifty seven percent of the participants
indicated that they had completed high school and some college, while 27% indicated
that they held a Bachelor’s degree. Four percent indicated they held Master’s degrees.
The remainder reported a combination of degrees and professional certificates.
Participants’ educational background is summarized in Table 1. Participants reported
working at least half-time (20 hours/week) in their current job and worked in a variety of
jobs (e.g., sales clerks, food service workers, administrative assistants, financial analyst)
and in various industries (e.g, food service, sales, education, IT). The average number of
hours worked per week was 33 (SD = 9.67).
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Table 1.

Highest Educational Level Reported by Participants (N= 162)

_____________________________________________________________________
Response Choice

%

_____________________________________________________________________

Completed high school and some college

57

Hold bachelor's degree and completed some graduate courses

20

Completed high school with professional certificate

9

Hold bachelor’s degree

6

Hold master’s degree or higher

4

Hold master’s degree with professional certificate/license

2

Hold bachelor's degree with professional certification/license

1

No response

1
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Measures
For the seven study measure scales, participants indicated the extent to which they
agreed with each item using five point anchors ranging from ―strongly disagree‖ (1) to
―strongly agree‖ (5).
Perceived organizational support. POS was measured by the eight item short
form of the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS) (Rhoades et al., 2001).
A sample item from the SPOS is ―My organization really cares about my well-being‖ (α
= .89 ).
Job characteristics. Job characteristics were measured by seven items developed
by Hackman and Oldham (1980) with each item corresponding to a core job
characteristic: autonomy, task identity, skill variety, task significance, feedback from
supervisor, feedback from coworkers, and feedback from the job. A sample item is ―how
much autonomy is there in your job‖ (α = .62 ).
Procedural justice. Procedural justice was measured by seven items developed
by Moorman (1991). A sample item for procedural justice is ―My company follows
formal decision making procedures to collect accurate information necessary for making
decisions” (α = .90).
Psychological hardiness. Psychological hardiness was measured by the 15 item
short form of the Dispositional Resilience Scale (DRS15-R) (Bartone, 2007). It has three
underlying dimensions: Commitment, Control and Challenge. Each is measured with
five items. A sample item for Commitment is ―Most of my life gets spent doing things
that are meaningful.‖ A sample item for Control is ―Planning ahead can help avoid most
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future problems.‖ A sample item for Challenge is ―Changes in routine are interesting to
me‖ (α Overall = .68; α Commitment = .59; α Control =.57; α Challenge = .70).
Self efficacy. Self efficacy was measured by the 10 item Personal Efficacy Beliefs
Scale by Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, and Hooker (1994). A sample item for self
efficacy is ―I am very proud of my job skills and abilities‖ (α = .75).
Work engagement. Work engagement was measured by the nine item short form
of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) by Schaufeli et al. (2006). It has three
underlying dimensions: Vigor, Dedication, and Absorption. Each is measured with three
items. A sample item for Vigor is ―At my job I feel strong and vigorous.‖ For
Dedication, a sample item is ―I am enthusiastic about my job.‖ For Absorption, a sample
item is ―I get carried away when I’m working‖ (α Overall = .85; α Vigor = .76; α
Dedication = .81; α Absorption = .60 ).
Organizational engagement. Organizational engagement was measured by a six
item scale developed by Saks (2006). A sample item is ―Being a member of this
organization is very captivating‖ (α = .87).
Demographic information. Participants also answered demographic questions
such as age, gender, educational level, average number of hours worked per week, and
were asked to give a brief description of their occupation, occupational family, and
industry. Items for all scales used in the study are listed in the Appendix.
Procedure
The researcher contacted Business faculty at the participating university,
explained the purpose of the study, and asked for their permission to collect data from
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their classes on dates and times of their choosing. Interested faculty invited the
researcher to their classrooms to collect data during the first 15 minutes of each
scheduled class. The researcher gave the students a verbal explanation of the topic and
the purposes of the study by stating that the study was about the prediction of work and
organizational engagement. The researcher also read the students the cover letter that
informed them that their participation was voluntary, anonymous, and confidential. The
cover letter also listed the contact information for both the researcher and the sponsoring
institutional entity, in the event that participants had questions or concerns about the
study. Interested volunteers who indicated that they were employed were given the
survey instrument and a copy of the cover letter to tear off and keep. They completed the
survey and returned it by hand when finished.
Upon completion, the researcher gave participants further clarification about the
specific research hypotheses, invited questions, and encouraged participants to contact
the researcher if they had further questions. The researcher compiled all surveys into a
sealed envelope and numbered them for tracking purposes at the point of data entry.
Surveys that were less than half completed or were missing responses to the employment
questions were excluded from further analyses.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
Among the work characteristic variables (perceived organizational support, job
characteristics, and procedural justice), participants reported the highest rating for job
characteristics (M = 3.62, SD = .60), followed by perceived organizational support (M =
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3.44, SD = .79) and procedural justice (M = 3.32, SD = .80). Of the personal
characteristics, participants scored higher in self efficacy (M = 3.95, SD = .50) than in
overall hardiness (M = 3.71, SD = .39). On the hardiness scales, participants scored
highest on control (M = 4.03, SD = .54). The lowest score was reported for challenge (M
= 3.49, SD = .65). Of the work engagement measures, the highest score was reported for
dedication (M = 3.58, SD = .84) and the lowest score was reported for vigor (M = 3.25,
SD = .84). Participants also reported higher overall work engagement (M = 3.45,
SD=.66) than organizational engagement (M = 3.12, SD = .81). Table 2 presents the
means and standard deviations for the study variables.
Correlations Among the Measured Variables
Table 3 presents correlations among the study variables. The work
characteristic variables had significant bivariate correlations with overall work
engagement. Overall work engagement was significantly related to POS (r = .51, p
<.001), job characteristics (r = .50, p <.001), and procedural justice (r = .42, p
<.001). One of the two personal characteristics variables, psychological hardiness, also
significantly correlated with overall work engagement (r = .38, p <.001). However, self
efficacy was not significantly correlated with overall work engagement (r = .10, p =.23).
Of the three hardiness dimensions (commitment, control, and challenge), commitment
had the strongest relationship with overall work engagement (r = .60, p <.001). Among
the engagement dimensions, commitment had the strongest relationship with vigor (r =
.59, p <.001), followed by dedication (r = .53, p <.001) and absorption (r = .41, p <.001).
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Work and Organizational Engagement

Variable

n

M

SD

Perceived organizational support

157

3.44

.79

Job characteristics

158

3.62

.60

Procedural justice

158

3.32

.80

Overall hardiness

161

3.71

.39

Hardy commitment

161

3.61

.58

Hardy control

162

4.03

.54

Hardy challenge

162

3.49

.65

Self efficacy

158

3.95

.50

Overall work engagement.

161

3.45

.66

Engagement vigor

162

3.25

.84

Engagement dedication

162

3.58

.84

Engagement absorption

162

3.49

.69

Organizational engagement

159

3.12

.81

____________________________________________________________________

Table 3
Correlations Among the Measured Variables

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Perceived organizational
support
2. Job characteristics

.45**

3. Procedural justice

.58**

.51**

4. Overall hardiness

.23**

.30**

.19*

5. Hardy- commitment

.40**

.32**

.25**

.73**

6. Hardy- control

.18*

.31**

.22**

.64**

.32**

7. Hardy- challenge

-.08

-.01

-.07

.65**

.17*

.04

8. Self efficacy
9. Overall work
engagement

.01

.09

-.04

.31**

.18*

.19*

.25**

.51**

.50**

.42**

.38**

.60**

.11

.06

.10

10. Engagement- vigor

.43**

.43**

.44**

.38**

.58**

.05

.12

.10

.85**

11. Engagement- dedication
12. Engagement- absorption

.48**
.36**

.49**
.38**

.35**
.27**

.29**
.30**

.53**
.41**

.08
.21**

-.02
.01

.08
.06

.89**
.79**

.66**
.47**

.60**

13. Total organizational
engagement
.64** .42** .51**
.29**
.51**
**indicates p<.001, one tailed; *indicates p<.05, two tailed

.07

.02

.05

.72**

.64**

.69**

.47**
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Control and challenge were not significantly related to overall work engagement
(control, r = .11, p = .15; challenge, r = .06, p =.46). However, control was significantly
related to the absorption dimension (r = .21, p =<.05), but not with either dedication (r =
.08, p = .30) or vigor (r = .05, p =.54). Challenge was also not significantly related to
overall work engagement ( r = .06, p = .46), nor was it related to any of its dimensions:
vigor (r = .12, p =.12), absorption (r = 0.01, p=.87), and dedication (r = -.02, p =.83).
The work characteristic variables also had significant bivariate correlations with
organizational engagement: POS (r = .64, p <.001), procedural justice (r = .51, p <.001),
and job characteristics (r = .42, p <.001). Similarly with work engagement, overall
hardiness was significantly related to organizational engagement (r = .29, p <.001). As
with overall work engagement, organizational engagement was significantly related to
commitment (r = .51, p <.001). However, neither control (r = .07, p =.38 ) nor challenge
(r = .20, p =.84) was significantly related to organizational engagement. Self efficacy
and organizational engagement were not significantly related either (r = .05, p =.54).
With regard to self efficacy, while it was not directly related with either
engagement variable, it was significantly correlated with overall hardiness (r = .31, p
<.001). Of the three hardiness dimensions, it had the strongest relationship with
challenge (r = .25, p <.001), followed by control (r = .19, p <.05) and commitment (r =
.18, p <.05).
Tests of Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 predicted that work engagement would be higher than
organizational engagement. Consistent with the hypothesis, participants reported higher
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overall work engagement (M = 3.45) than organizational engagement (M = 3.12). While
the two measures were highly correlated with each other (r = .72, p <.001), results of a
two-tailed paired t-test showed a significant difference in the means, t (157) = 7.15, p
<.001. Therefore Hypothesis 1 was supported.
Hypothesis 2 stated that personal characteristics would predict work engagement
after controlling for work characteristics. To test the hypothesis, a hierarchical regression
analysis was performed with work characteristics (POS, job characteristics, and
procedural justice) entered in step 1 and personal characteristics (psychological hardiness
and self efficacy) entered in step 2. As can be seen at the left side of Table 4, results
showed that work characteristics accounted for 35% of the variance in work engagement,
R2 = .35, F (3,142) = 25.89, p <.001. The beta values at step 1 showed that work
engagement was best predicted by job characteristics (β =.35, p <.001), closely followed
by POS (β = .28, p =.002). Procedural justice did not emerge as a significant predictor (β
=.09, p =.31).
At step 2, 40% of variance in work engagement was accounted for, and the
personal characteristics added significant predictive value to the model, R2 = .40, F (5,
140) = 18.50, p <.001, R2change = .04, F change (2, 140) = 5.15, p <.05. At step 2,
work engagement was best predicted by overall hardiness (β =.23, p <.05). Self efficacy
did not have a significant beta (β =.-.00, p =.95).

Table 4

Prediction of Overall Work Engagement by Work and Personal Characteristics
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Analysis 1
(At Step 2, Overall Hardiness evaluated as one dimension)

Analysis 2
(At Step 2, Hardiness evaluated as its three dimensions)

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor

β

Step 1—Work characteristics

R2

Δ R2

β

.35**
.28*

.28*

Job characteristics

.35**

.35**

Procedural justice

.09

.09

Overall hardiness

.40*
.23*

.

.04

.53**

.17**

---

Hardy commitment

---

Hardy control

---

---

-.16*

Hardy challenge

---

---

-.00

Self efficacy

Δ R2

.35**

Perceived org. Support

Step 2—Personal characteristics

R2

.47**

-.00

.02

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

**indicates p <.001; *indicates p<.05
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Because there were three underlying dimensions of hardiness with varying
bivariate correlations with work engagement, a second hierarchical regression analysis
was conducted with the same step 1 variables and the three individual hardiness measures
and self efficacy at step 2. Again, step 1 accounted for 35% of the variance in overall
work engagement (see previous analysis ).
At step 2, 53% of total variance was accounted for. This change in variance was
significant, R2 = .53, F (7, 138) = 22.04, p <001, R2 change = .17, F change (4,138) =
12.74, p <.001. At step 2 work engagement was best predicted by commitment (β = .47,
p <001). Control also had a significant beta value (β = .-16, p <05), however, this
variable emerged as a suppressor (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). This conclusion was made for
two reasons. First, control had a negative beta value, yet it had a positive but non
significant relationship with work engagement (r = .11, p = .15). Second, control was
significantly related to commitment (r = .32, p <.001) and commitment was significantly
related to work engagement (r = .60, p <.001).
Based on these relationships, control was more related to the shared variance with
commitment than with the variance in work engagement, so it did not add predictive
value. Neither challenge nor self efficacy added predictive value in step 2 (challenge: β =
.01, p = .92; self efficacy: β =.02, p = .73). Table 4 presents the results of the prediction
of overall work engagement with hardiness evaluated as one dimension and those with
hardness with its component dimensions.
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Based on these analyses, overall psychological hardiness added significant
predictive value to work engagement after controlling for work characteristics. Self
efficacy did not add predictive value. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.
More variance was accounted for when hardiness was broken up into its component
dimensions (commitment, control, and challenge). Based on the evaluation of the betas,
it appears that commitment is the single hardiness variable that adds predictive value to
work engagement.
Hypothesis 3 stated that personal characteristics would predict organizational
engagement after controlling for work characteristics. To test this hypothesis, a
hierarchical regression analysis was performed. Work characteristics were entered in
step 1 and personal characteristics were entered in step 2. Work characteristics accounted
for 44% of the variance in organizational engagement, R2= .44 F (3,141) = 37.57, p
<.001. At step 1, organizational engagement was best predicted by POS (β=.46, p <.001)
and procedural justice (β =.18, p =.025).
At step 2, 46% of total variance in organizational engagement was accounted for,
but personal characteristics in step 2 did not add predictive value: R2=.46, F (5, 139) =
23.64, p <.001, R2 change = .02, F change (2,139) =1.96, p =.14.
As with work engagement, the hardiness dimensions had differing bivariate
relationships with organizational engagement. A second hierarchical regression analysis
was conducted with the same step 1 variables, and the three hardiness dimensions and
self efficacy in step 2. Again, step 1 accounted for 44% of the variance in overall work
engagement (see previous analysis).

28

At step 2, 54% of total variance was accounted for and the change in the variance
was significant, R2= .54, F (7,137 ) = 22.54 , p <001, R2 change = .09, F change (4,137)
= 6.70 p <.001. As with work engagement, at step 2 organizational engagement was best
predicted by commitment (β =.33, p <001). Control also had a significant beta value (β
=.-17, p <05), however, this variable also emerged as a suppressor as it did with work
engagement. Control had a negative beta value, yet a positive but non significant
relationship with organizational engagement (r = .07, p = .38). Also, control was
significantly related to commitment (r = .32, p <.001) and commitment was significantly
related to organizational engagement (r = .51, p <.001). Based on these relationships
control was more related to the shared variance with commitment than with the variance
in organizational engagement, so it did not add predictive value. Neither challenge nor
self efficacy added predictive value at step 2 (challenge: β =.02, p = .73; self efficacy: β
=.01, p = .87). Table 5 presents the results of the prediction of organizational
engagement with hardiness evaluated as one dimension and those with hardness with its
component dimensions.
Based on these analyses, after controlling for work characteristics, self efficacy
added no predictive value to organizational engagement. Psychological hardiness added
significant predictive value only when it was broken up into its component dimensions
(commitment, control, and challenge).

Table 5
Prediction of Organizational Engagement by Work and Personal Characteristics

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Analysis 1
(At Step 2, Overall Hardiness evaluated as one dimension)

Analysis 2
(At Step 2, Hardiness evaluated as its three dimensions)

______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor

β

Step 1—Work characteristics

R2

Δ R2

β

.44**
.46**

.46**

Job characteristics

.13

.13

Procedural justice

.18*

.18

Overall hardiness

.46
.13

.02

.54**

.09**

---

Hardy commitment

---

.33**

Hardy control

---

-.17*

Hardy challenge

---

.02

-.00

.01

Self efficacy

Δ R2

.44**

Perceived org. Support

Step 2—Personal characteristics

R2
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
**indicates p <.001; *indicates p<.05,
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Based on the evaluation of the betas, it appears that commitment was the single
hardiness dimension that adds predictive value to organizational engagement and to work
engagement. These results show that Hypothesis 3 was partially supported.
Exploratory Analyses
To explore whether or not the study variables predicted the engagement
dimensions differently from overall work engagement, separate hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted for vigor, dedication and absorption. For each analysis, work
characteristics were entered as step 1, and personal characteristics were entered at step 2.
As was done with overall work engagement, separate step 2 comparisons were done with
hardiness evaluated as one dimension and hardness with its component dimensions.
Vigor. Work characteristics accounted for 29% of the variance in vigor, R2= .29,
F (3, 143) = 19.65, p <.001. The beta values at step 1 showed that vigor was best
predicted by job characteristics (β=.28, p <.001). Job characteristics were also the best
predictor of overall work engagement. However, procedural justice and POS predicted
vigor differently from overall work engagement. Procedural justice was significant in
predicting vigor (β=.22, p <.05) but not in predicting overall work engagement. While
POS was the second highest beta for overall work engagement, it was not a significant
predictor of vigor (β=.16, p = .08).
At step 2, 34% of the variance in vigor was accounted for and the personal
characteristics added significant predictive value, R2 = .34, F (5, 141) = 14.56, p < .001,
R2 change = .04, F change (2, 140) = 5.15, p < .05. As with overall work engagement, at
step 2 vigor was best predicted by overall hardiness (β=.23, p <.05). Self efficacy did not
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have a significant beta (β=-.00, p = .95).
When step 2 was reentered with hardiness as its component dimensions personal
characteristics accounted for more variance in vigor than when hardiness was evaluated
overall. While step 1 accounted for 29% of the variance (see previous analysis), 52% of
the variance was accounted for at the new step 2, R2 = .52, F (7, 139) = 21.39, p < .001,
R2 change = .23, F change (4, 139) = 16.37, p < .001. At step 2, vigor was best predicted
by commitment (β=.49, p <.001), same as it was for overall work engagement.
Control also had a significant beta (β=-.26, p <.001), yet it emerged as a
suppressor variable the same as it did with overall work engagement.. Neither challenge
nor self efficacy added predictive value in step 2 (challenge: β = .06, p = .35; self
efficacy: β =.05, p = .52).
Dedication. Work characteristics accounted for 31% of the variance in
dedication, R2= .31, F (3, 143) = 21.75, p <.001. The beta values at step 1 showed that
work characteristics predicted dedication the same way as overall work engagement. Job
characteristics had the highest beta (β=.34, p <.001), closely followed by POS (β=.33, p
<.001) Procedural justice was not significant in predicting dedication (β=-.03, p = .78).
At step 2, 34% of the variance in vigor was accounted for and the personal
characteristics added significant predictive value, R2 = .34, F (5, 141) = 14.56, p < .001,
R2 change = .04, F change (2, 140) = 5.15, p < .05. As with overall work engagement, at
step 2 vigor was best predicted by overall hardiness (β=.23, p <.05).
Self efficacy did not have a significant beta (β=-.00, p = .95).
When step 2 was reentered with hardiness as its component dimensions personal
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characteristics accounted for more variance in dedication than when hardiness was
evaluated overall. While step 1 accounted for 31% of the variance (see previous
analysis), 45% of the variance was accounted for at the new step 2, R2 = .45, F (7, 139) =
16.21, p < .001, R2 change = .14, F change (4, 139) = 8.59, p < .001. At step 2,
dedication was best predicted by commitment (β=.41, p <.001), same as it was for overall
work engagement and vigor.
Although control also had a significant beta (β=-.19, p <.001), it emerged as a
suppressor variable the same as it did with overall work engagement and vigor. Neither
challenge nor self efficacy added predictive value in step 2 (challenge: β = -.07, p = .27;
self efficacy: β =.03, p = .70).
Absorption. Work characteristics accounted for 19% of the variance in
absorption, R2= .19, F (3, 143) = 10.98, p <.001. The beta values at step 1 showed work
characteristics predicted absorption the same way as overall work engagement and
dedication. Job characteristics had the highest beta (β=.28, p <.05), closely followed by
POS (β=.21, p <.05) Procedural justice was not significant in predicting absorption (β=.01, p = .95).
At step 2, 23% of the variance in absorption was accounted for and the personal
characteristics added significant predictive value, R2 = .23, F (5, 141) = 8.51, p < .001, R2
change = .05, F change (2, 141) = 4.09, p < .05. As with overall work engagement and
vigor, at step 2 absorption was best predicted by overall hardiness (β=.24, p <.05). Self
efficacy did not have a significant beta (β=-.04, p = .63).
When step 2 was reentered with hardiness as its component dimensions personal
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characteristics accounted for more variance in absorption. While step 1 accounted for
19% of the variance (see previous analysis), 26% of the variance was accounted for at the
new step 2, R2 = .26, F (7, 139) = 7.11, p < .001, R2 change = .08, F change (4, 139) =
3.60, p < .05. At step 2, absorption was best predicted by commitment (β=.27, p <.05),
same as it was for overall work engagement, vigor, and dedication. Control, challenge,
and self efficacy did not add predictive value at the new step 2 (control: β = .10, p = .22;
challenge: β = -.02, p = .81; self efficacy: β =-.02, p = .77).
In summary, the job characteristics variable was the leading work characteristic in
predicting overall work engagement and each of its dimensions. Perceived organizational
support was the next leading predictor of overall work engagement, dedication, and
absorption. Vigor was predicted differently by work characteristics: procedural justice
was a significant predictor of vigor but POS was not significant. Commitment added
equal predictive value to work engagement and each of its dimensions. The comparisons
of the betas for overall work engagement and each of its dimensions is summarized in
Table 6.
Discussion
The first study goal was to evaluate differences between work engagement and
organizational engagement. Earlier findings by Saks (2006) have shown that work
engagement is somewhat independent of organizational engagement, meaning that high
work engagement is not necessarily indicative of high organizational engagement.
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Table 6

Beta Weights for Work Engagement Overall and for Each Dimension

Overall
Work
Engagement Engagement- EngagementEngagement
-vigor
dedication
absorption
Predictor
Step 1—Work characteristics
Perceived org. support
Job characteristics
Procedural justice

β
.28*
.35**
.09

.16
.28**
.22*

.33**
.34**
-.03

.21*
.28*
.01

Overall hardiness

.23*

.23*

.12

.24*

Hardy commitment
Hardy control
Hardy challenge
Self efficacy

.47**
-.16
-.00
.02

.49**
-.26**
.06
.05

.41**
-.19*
-.07
.03

.27*
.10
-.02
-.02

Step 2—Personal characteristics

**indicates p <.001; *indicates p<.05
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The first hypothesis evaluated whether or not work engagement scores are higher than
organizational engagement scores. Consistent with Saks, the present study found that
participants reported significantly higher work engagement than organizational
engagement. One possible explanation for these findings could be due to the fact that
participants scored higher on absorption (one of the work engagement dimensions) than
they did on organizational engagement. Absorption refers to the intensity of focus on
one’s role (Goffman, 1961; Kahn, 1990). When people are absorbed in their work, they
are more readily able to ignore distractions from the work place (Rothbard, 2001). Also,
respondents rated higher on dedication than absorption. Perhaps, it is easier to be
engaged in one’s work than engaged in one’s organization given that individuals have
more control over one’s work than over one’s organization.
The second goal of the study was to extend the predictability of work engagement
(Hypothesis 2) and organizational engagement (Hypothesis 3) by adding personality
variables after controlling for work characteristics. The present study examined two
personality variables: psychological hardiness and self efficacy.
Hypotheses 2 and 3 were partially supported. Self efficacy did not add predictive
value to either form of engagement after controlling for work characteristics. Work
engagement was predicted by overall hardiness after work characteristics were taken into
account. However, more variance was accounted for when hardiness was broken up into
its component dimensions: commitment, control, and challenge. Upon evaluation of the
findings, commitment appeared to be the only dimension of hardiness that added
predictive value to work engagement.
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Similarly with work engagement, organizational engagement was also predicted
by commitment when work characteristics were taken into account. When evaluated as
one dimension, hardiness did not add predictive value after controlling for work
characteristics.
Exploratory analyses were also conducted to determine whether or not the study
variables would predict the engagement dimensions differently from overall work
engagement. Findings show that job characteristics was the leading work characteristic
variable in predicting overall work engagement and each of its dimensions. Perceived
organizational support was the next leading predictor of overall work engagement,
dedication, and absorption. Vigor was predicted differently by work characteristics:
procedural justice was a significant predictor of vigor but POS was not significant.
Commitment added predictive value to both overall engagement and each of its
dimensions.
In summary, findings of the study demonstrate that participants experience higher
work engagement relative to organizational engagement. Findings also show that the
commitment aspect of psychological hardiness predicts both work and organizational
engagement after controlling for work characteristics. Although commitment predicts
both forms of engagement, it adds greater predictive value to work engagement relative
to organizational engagement. The study did not find evidence that self efficacy added
predictive value to either form of engagement. Given that participants scored higher in
self efficacy than they did on the commitment measure, it is possible that engagement is
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more strongly tied to a person’s intrinsic motivation than to his or her capability of
success.
Study Implications
Following Saks (2006), the current study also examined engagement separately
with respect to work and organization. Saks’ earlier findings showed that the two
constructs were related but distinct. While they share the common antecedent of
perceived organizational support, they are influenced differently by other factors. Saks
found that job characteristics were the strongest predictor of work engagement when
compared with POS and procedural justice. Consistent with Saks, the present study also
found that job characteristics and POS predicted overall work engagement and that POS
and procedural justice predicted organizational engagement.
However, the study also found that work characteristics have differing influences
on each dimension of engagement. While overall work engagement, dedication, and
absorption were predicted by job characteristics and POS, procedural justice was
important in predicting vigor, yet POS was not. Given these findings, it would appear
that there is empirical value to studying engagement based on its dimensions versus
overall.
Also, the present study is the first to retest Saks’s earlier findings that work
engagement is higher than organizational engagement. Saks conducted his study among
Canadian workers, while the present study was conducted in the United States. By
reevaluating this comparison, the study provides further empirical support that there is
value in evaluating these two forms of engagement separately.
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The present study also makes a contribution to the engagement literature by
extending the predictability of work and organizational engagement by incorporating
both work and personal characteristics. To this point, it was unclear whether or not
engagement was driven purely by work characteristics or if it was partly related to the
personal traits of individual employees. Saks and others (Freeney & Tiernan, 2006)
stressed the importance of exploring this question to further the understanding of what
drives both work and organizational engagement. The study was the first to show that the
commitment aspect of psychological hardiness relates to both work and organizational
engagement even after factoring in work characteristics.
When examining studies of psychological hardiness and burnout, it is not
surprising that hardiness was found to predict engagement. The current study shows
commitment drives engagement in the same manner as burnout: hardiness was associated
with emotional exhaustion on the burnout dimension, and in this study commitment was
most highly correlated with vigor on the engagement dimension. These findings show
that the tendency to find meaning in activities through a sense of involvement drives one
to fulfill work obligations, thus perpetuating feelings of engagement.
In studies of high burnout professions such as teaching and nursing, burnout was
consistently related to low scores of hardiness. Among teachers, positive hardiness has
been linked to increased feelings of personal accomplishment (Lopez et al., 2008; Chan
et al., 2003) Among nurses, Duquette et al. (1995) found that low hardiness and work
stressors were the most important predictors of burnout. Other findings by Constantini et
al. (1997) demonstrated that high psychological hardiness scores were associated with
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lower emotional exhaustion and increased personal accomplishment. The authors went
on to suggest that screening of personality traits could be useful in preventing burnout
among critical care nurses.
Burnout studies have also found evidence that commitment—the tendency to find
meaning and purpose in activities through a sense of involvement—is the key driver in
the hardiness-burnout relationship. Topf (1989) found that overall hardiness predicted
burnout among nurses but commitment by itself accounted for most of the variance in the
model. Holt, Fine, and Tollefson (1987) observed the same findings in the study of
teacher burnout. Based on the results of the present study and findings on burnout, the
commitment dimension of hardiness appears to play an important role for the prediction
of engagement as well as that of burnout.
The study did not find that self efficacy adds predictive value to either
engagement model. Given that study participants scored higher in self efficacy than they
did on commitment, it would appear that engagement is more associated with self
motivation than with self efficacy.
Since high engagement predicts low turnover (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2003),
the findings of the present study also have practical implications for organizations. It is
most noteworthy that the present study was conducted during a depressed economic
climate, during which national unemployment was estimated at 9.7 percent and regional
unemployment was estimated at 9.5 percent, according to August 2009 data from the San
Francisco Center for Economic Development. The participants surveyed reported being
less engaged with their employers than with their work itself. This finding is especially
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timely as organizations are now evaluating how to prevent turnover when the economy
improves.
Post recession turnover intentions were the subject of a study by Deloitte
Consulting (2009). While the study was not specific to engagement, it found that more
employees intended to leave their jobs post recession than upper management had
anticipated. In a global survey of 368 employees at large organizations (defined as
revenues in excess of US $500 million), almost half of the employees surveyed in August
2009 were either looking for a job or planned to look when the recession ends.
Generation X workers (workers born between 1965 and 1980) reported the highest
turnover intentions. Only 37% percent of Generation X respondents indicated they
would stay with their current employers post recession. However, only nine percent of
corporate leaders surveyed earlier in the year (May) reported that they expected turnover
to increase among this population group in the year after economic conditions improved.
This finding shows that many employers are not aware of the intentions of their
employees. If these employers do not invest in survey tools to poll their employees, it is
unlikely they will be able to design retention strategies that will tap into factors of
intrinsic motivation such as engagement.
Research by Hewitt Associates (2009) shows that Canadian employers are making
an investment into evaluating engagement and designing targeted interventions to
increase it. Hewitt found that the number of participating organizations in the 2009 ―Best
Employers in Canada‖ survey doubled from the previous year. Based on a decade’s
worth of longitudinal data, findings have shown that high engagement yields low
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turnover and less absenteeism. According to a study leader Neil Crawford, "the current
economic environment has sparked increased interest in the study and the role of
employee engagement in successfully addressing challenging times" (para. 2). These
findings suggest that organizations that invest in maintaining an engaged workforce will
have greater sustainability even as turnover increases post recession.
The understanding of how personal characteristics drive engagement also has
practical value for organizations. As noted by Freeney and Tiernan (2006), intervention
strategies aimed at the organization will not be effective if the situational factors cannot
be evaluated along with the inherent personality traits of the employees. Intervention
strategies will be most effective when organizations take advantage of assessment tools
that measure work specific variables and utilize assessment tools that help their
employees identify their personal strengths (Gallup offers the Strengths Finder
assessment, for example). Empirical evidence that commitment drives work and
organizational engagement will benefit organizations that wish to design meaningful
interventions to encourage employees to capitalize on their personal strengths.
Study Evaluation and Directions for Future Research
One of strengths of this study was that it surveyed respondents from a wide
variety of industries, so that the findings observed are less likely to be attributed to
organizational culture or the influence of any dominant profession. The study also
included a mix of full time and part time workers and it included workers from varying
educational levels.
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One limitation of the study was that it was conducted with university students, the
majority of which only worked part time for their employers. Because the participants
were surveyed in their classrooms, it is possible that the work and organizational
―engagement‖ they experienced at work cannot be measured in a school environment that
shifts their attention to a different role. This dichotomous association between work life
and school life is one possible explanation for some of the low reliabilities found in the
measures, specifically the engagement dimension of absorption, job characteristics,
commitment, and control. Many of these items tap situational factors that might not carry
over into another environment. Future studies could evaluate the predictive model
between full time and part time employees who are surveyed in the workplace itself.
Another limitation of this study was that the majority of participants were in their 20’s,
with limited data available to make comparisons between age groups. Future studies
could examine whether or not the same engagement factors examined in the current study
would predict engagement among different age groups.
In summary, previous engagement research shows that job and organizational
engagement are influenced by different factors. While perceived organizational support
is important in predicting both types of engagement, job characteristics are the key
predictor of work engagement. Organizational engagement is predicted mostly by
perceived organizational support and followed by procedural justice. The current study
extends the prediction models by exploring how the engagement dynamic is influenced
by the personal characteristics of the employees once work characteristics are taken into
account. The personal characteristics incorporated into the model—psychological
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hardiness and self efficacy—were established predictors of the opposing state of burnout.
Findings show that psychological hardiness, specifically commitment, adds
significant predictive value to both work and organizational engagement after controlling
for work characteristics. However, commitment accounts for more variance in work
engagement when compared with organizational engagement. Although it was correlated
with overall hardiness, self efficacy was not found to be directly related to either
engagement type, nor did it contribute to the overall predictive value of either
engagement type. Based on these findings, it would appear that the commitment drive is
more crucial to engagement than perceived self efficacy. In other words, engagement is
not about a worker thinking, ―I can do it‖ solely based on skills assessment, but because
of his or her commitment to the purpose at hand.
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Appendix
Survey Items
Perceived organizational support: Survey of perceived organizational support (SPOS). 8item short form. (Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

My organization really cares about my well-being.
My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
My organization shows little concern for me. (R)
My organization cares about my opinions.
My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.
Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.
My organization would forgive a honest mistake on my part.
If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me. (R)

. Job characteristics (autonomy, task identity, skill variety, task significance, feedback
from others, feedback from the job). 7 items from the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman
& Oldham, 1980)
Hackman, J.R. and Oldham, G.R. (1980), Work Redesign, Addison-Wesley, Reading,
MA.
1. There is a lot of autonomy in my job. I decide on my own on how to do my work.
2. My job involves doing a ―whole‖ and identifiable piece of work. (In other words, the
job is complete piece of work that has an obvious beginning and end.).
3. There is a lot of variety in my job. (In other words, the job requires me to do many
different things at work, using a variety of my skills and talents.).
4. My job is significant. (In other words, the results of my work are likely to significantly
affect the well-being of other people).
5. My managers let me know how well I am doing in my job.
6. My coworkers let me know how well I am doing in my job.
7. My work itself tells me how well I am doing in my job. (In other words, the actual
work itself provides clues about how well I am doing aside from any ―feedback‖
coworkers or supervisors may provide.
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Procedural justice (Moorman, 1991)
My company follows formal decision making procedures to:
1. collect accurate information necessary for making decisions.
2. provide opportunities to appeal or challenge the decision.
3. .have all sides affected by the decision represented.
4. .generate standards so that decisions could be made with consistency.
5. hear the concerns of all those affected by the decision.
6. provide useful feedback regarding the decision and its implementation.
7. allow for requests for clarification or additional information about the decision.
Psychological hardiness. short form of the Dispositional Resilence Scale (DRS15-R)
(Bartone, 2007
1. Most of my life gets spent doing things that are meaningful.
2. Planning ahead can help avoid most future problems.
3. I don't like to make changes in my regular activities. (R)
4. I feel that my life is somewhat empty of meaning. (R)
5. Changes in routine are interesting to me.
6. By working hard you can nearly always achieve your goals.
7, I really look forward to my work activities.
8. If I'm working on a difficult task, I know when to ask for help.
9. I don’t think there’s much I can do to influence my own future. (R)
10.Trying your best at work is really worth it in the end.
11. It bothers me when my daily routine gets interrupted. (R)
12. Most days, life is really interesting and exciting for me.
13. I enjoy the challenge when I have to do more than one thing at a time.
14. I like having a daily schedule that doesn't change very much. (R)
15. When I make plans I'm certain I can make them work.

Self efficacy: Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, &
Hooker, 1994)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I have confidence in my ability to do my job.
There are some tasks required by my job that I cannot do well. (R)
When my performance is poor, it is due to my lack of ability. (R)
I doubt my ability to do my job. (R)
I have all the skills needed to perform my job very well.
Most people in my line of work can do this job better than I can. (R)
I am an expert at my job.
My future in this job is limited because of my lack of skills. (R)
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9. I am very proud of my job skills and abilities
10. I feel threatened when others watch me work. (R)

Work engagement. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 9 item short form (Schaufeli et al.,
2006)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

At my work, I feel that I am bursting with energy.
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.
I am enthusiastic about my job.
My job inspires me.
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
I feel happy when I am working intensely.
I am proud of the work that I do.
I am immersed in my work.
I get carried away when I’m working.

Organizational engagement (Saks, 2006)
1. Being a member of this organization is very captivating.
2. One of the most exciting things for me is getting involved with things happening in
this organization.
3. I am really not into the ―goings-on‖ in this organization. (R)
4. Being a member of this organization make me come ―alive.‖
5. Being a member of this organization is exhilarating for me.
6. I am highly engaged in this organization.

Demographic questions
What is your current age?
What is your gender?
On average, how many hours do you work in a week?
Please give a general description of your occupational family
(ex: Human Resources, Information Technology, Sales, Finance, etc)
Please give a general description of your occupation
(ex: I am: an HR Generalist; a Network Engineer; a sales representative; an accountant)
Please give a general description of the industry in which you work
(ex: Manufacturing, Healthcare, Education, Technology Development)
Please check the single response that best describes your educational background
I completed high school.
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I completed high school and some college courses.
I completed high school and have a professional certification/license.
I hold a Bachelor's degree.
I hold a Bachelor's degree and completed some graduate courses.
I hold a Bachelor's degree and have a professional certification/license.
I hold a Master's degree or higher.
I hold a Master's degree or higher and also have a professional certification/license.
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